Fear and Conflicting Images of Schooling and Childhood Safety
The past decade or so saw increased media attention to violations of school safety that amplified public anxiety about the safety of schools, the professionals that inhabit them, even the sanctity of childhood itself. With each report of violence and breaches of safety, a wash of public fear permeates the media as well as stimulates academic investigation of these phenomena. Academic and popular publications actively participate in generating public fears, as many recite sensational litanies of violations in prelude to analyses of the social and cultural influences on the agents (children and adults) of school incidents. Fears about student and school safety develop from the juxtaposition of the realities of democratic institutions' accessibility and the mythology of how children grow and learn in schools (Aviel, 2006; Epstein, 2005) .
The preferred mythology about U.S. schooling depicts halcyon scenes of rural, or at least suburban, tranquility as youngsters wrestle with their ABCs and the three Rs. Although depictions of high schools show darker images than those of primary students and their cuddly teachers, most popular images merely explore the angst of adolescent development and the social lives of both students and their communities, rather than the proximity of community safety and violence to schools (Arnstine, 1983; Beyerbach, 2005; Bullman, 2005; Dalton, 2006; Farhi, 1999; McCullick, Belcher, Hardin, & Hardin, 2003; Moore, 2007; Newman, 2001 , Schwartz, 1960 Watts & Erevelle, 2004) .
Certainly issues of school safety and student discipline provide the foundation for public confidence in its schools (Fiore, 2006; Hattal & Hattal, 2002) . When school incidents surface in the media, public fear and a phenomenon known as moral panic derive from the publicity perhaps more than from the realities of the incident (Cohen, 1972; Macallair, 2002; Welch, Price, & Yankey, 2002) . Moral panic depends on the media for identification and sensationalization of a social ill on which political leaders capitalize to offer policies, often draconian solutions (Cohen, 1972; Maeroff, 2000; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004; Welch et al., 2002) . Policy theory and political theories may not be the best models for addressing concepts associated with moral panic, as most theories depict predictable systems and processes at macrolevels that may move at a glacial rate rather than the hyperpolitical and highly accelerated rate of moral panic (Birkland, 2001; Cohen, 1972; Kingdon, 2003) . Threats to school students provide a rich situation for moral panic because of the distance between deeply held popular expectations about schooling and the nature of risk in public assemblies and institutions.
Popular hopes about schooling's effects rarely factor in the realities of institutional security and safety. As a matter of fact, communities and parents assume that schools will fulfill the public trust of a compulsory public institution housing mostly minor children (Bethel, 2004; DeMitchell, 2002; Hunter, 2006; Lintott, 2004; Noguera, 1995; Spring, 2001) . Parents assume that the 6 to 8 daily hours when schools house their children offer greater protection than before or after school hours. Safety and security of pupils are forgone conclusions for public educational institutions; thus, episodic incursions of school safety and security shock and horrify.
The purpose of this article is to explore the fears surrounding schools and student safety. First, the complexity of securing schools is explained in a brief overview of the ongoing challenges that schools as institutions face in securing their grounds and facilities as well as protecting students from each 30 Educational Policy other and the public. Second, research on fear and school ecology is reviewed. Third, a discussion about the requirements of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, along with summaries of studies describing the implementation of these requirements, follows. Finally, I offer suggestions about the limits of policies, the politics of fear, and the preference for political action and coalition building in addressing public confidence regarding schools.
History of School Safety
Many would opine that threats to schools derive from a complex modern, or even postmodern, set of sociocultural influences; but the following two historical incidents offer a glimpse of the challenges facing institutions housing large numbers of nonemancipated minors in any era. One is an incident of school violence that illustrates the issues of security surrounding schools. The other provides evidence about the health and safety of school facilities. These are important examples because they point to two specific categories of concern: security and safety, respectively (Garcia, 2003; Lindle, 2006; Trump, 1998) . Each of these concepts will be further developed through the use of these examples and with accompanying review of the literature.
Security Issues: Lessons from 1927
The late 1920s rampage inflicted by a single school board member on students and school personnel in Bath, Michigan, illustrates an array of security dilemmas for schools. Depending on sources, the casualty count ranges from 39 to 185 following the suicidal board member's bomb attack on the 300-pupil Bath Consolidated School, May 18, 1927. That day was the last of the school year, and reportedly the perpetrator met students at the school bus with the seemingly innocuous, but ultimately ominous, question, "So today's your last day?" Shortly after 9:00 AM, a clock triggered dynamite in the school's basement, immediately killing 36 students and two adults. Not all the dynamite in the school's basement detonated, and some also remained in the board member's truck. Later as people combed the rubble to aid the 58 injured, the perpetrator detonated the truck's dynamite, killing himself and 4 others, including the school superintendent. Evidence indicates that the killer spent most of the spring stringing dynamite and wires in retribution for his belief that the imminent foreclosure on his farm was due to the higher taxes incurred when Bath Consolidated School was built 5 years earlier. The community was not suspicious of the perpetrator's spring-long access to the school's basement because they assumed that the notoriously stingy board member was handling electrical wiring to save money (Brennan, n.d.; Ellsworth, 1927; Johnson, 2005 ; Michigan Center for Geographic Information-Department of Information Technology, 1991).
Bath citizens' naïve public presumption about the security of public access to Bath Consolidated School prevails today. Schools' security issues range from access to premises to civil behavior from all members of the public who hold legitimate claims to access (Garcia, 2003; Trump, 1998) . Schools must contend with student-generated threats to security issues ranging from deportment to violence against each other and school personnel. Just as the Bath incident illustrates, school officials and personnel also pose a range of threats to school security, including posing harm to students, staff, and the public. Public access to schools raises potential harm from parents, guardians, and other community members. Any of these actors may bring the risk of uncivil behavior, criminal abuse, and violence to pupils, personnel, and property. The 1927 tragedy of Bath Consolidated School provides ample illustration of risks schools face as public institutional targets.
Safety Issues: Chicago Fire of 1958
Our Lady of Angels School fire offers a range of issues with school facilities and procedures for ensuring students' and school personnel's health and safety. Shortly after 2:00 PM on December 1, 1958, a fire smoldered in a cardboard trash can in the basement stairwell of the north wing of the 48-yearold, brick two-story building. A delay in the fire's discovery, as well as inaccurate directions to emergency personnel, combined with hazardous construction and remodeling to yield enormous tragedy. The blaze was fed by roofing paper or felt stored below the stairs and by a chimney effect piping gases and flames up the wooden stairwell from the basement to second floor. Smoke and flames crawled through a false ceiling, cutting off students from the main hallway, the only egress from the classrooms other than windows. In fact, the only way that students and teachers had drilled for fire emergencies was to leave classrooms through the main hall. The high ceilings of early 20th century construction rendered the drop from the windows 25 feet to the ground. The interior sides of the windows were 3 feet above the floor, making access difficult for the youngest and smallest pupils. Fire fighters lost time in determining the exact location of the fire and also had to dismantle an iron courtyard gate to rescue students. Fire engulfed classrooms, and students leapt to injury or death. Firemen later carried burned bodies from the school. Even though 160 were rescued, the death count from the fire included 92 children and 3 teachers. Ironically, the school passed fire inspection just 32 Educational Policy weeks before the fire. The laws at the time included a grandfathering clause that exempted schools constructed before 1949 from adding the same safety features required of new school construction (Cowan & Kuenster, 1990 ; also see http://www.olafire.com/Home.asp).
The Our Lady of Angels tragedy left a legacy of considerations for school facilities, maintenance, and safety procedures. Safety features may include security considerations, but they may also encompass threats to health and working conditions (Schneider, Walker & Sprague, 2000; Trump 1998 ). As a result of the Our Lady of Angels tragedy, building codes for schools and other public facilities emphasize currency in safety devices. Most of today's schools also drill teachers and students on evacuation and crises procedures, not only for fires, but other emergencies (Fiore, 2006; Kowalski, 2000) . Federal law requires crises and emergency plans. Although today's school health and safety issues are even broader, ranging from dealing with first aid and medication administration to nutrition and diet issues (Bartlett, 2004) , Our Lady of Angels tragedy illustrates the fundamental importance of facilities maintenance and redundant/alternative safety procedures.
Each of these cases arises from eras that might surprise contemporary taxpayers, parents, guardians, and school personnel. Nevertheless, the 1927 school security lessons from Bath hold saliency today, and the confluence of inadequate facilities and procedures in the 1958 fire at Our Lady of Angels similarly serve as pertinent warnings about school safety today. These categories of security and safety shape the literature on fear and schools.
Review of Research on Fear and Schools
Safety and security are presumed to be the remedies for fear. However, in the annals of hazards concerning schools, so-called common sense, or pragmatic, remedies can exacerbate public fear. Before exploring the literature highlighting the threats and remedies to school safety and security, fear in the context of schooling must be defined.
The literature on fear and schools defines fear in highly politicized and public ways. Although fear about school threats fits the criteria of moral panic phenomena (Cohen, 1972) , most of the literature defines fear in relation to school security issues rather than overall safety elements, such as cleanliness, reduction of risks or hazards, and sound maintenance.
1 One contradictory source of fear is data on school violence. Most reports emphasize the overall security of students at school and teaching as an occupation (Addington, Ruddy, Miller, & DeVoe, 2002; Dinkes, Cataldi, Kena, Baum, & Snyder, 2006; Lindle, 2006; National School Safety Center, 2006; Reddy et al., 2001;  distribution. Ting, Sanders, & Smith, 2002) . Despite these reassurances, concern about school risks remains high, simply because crimes and violence among youth have escalated over the past four decades when community statistics are added to school data (Addington et al., 2002; Dinkes et al.,, 2006; National School Safety Center, 2006; Ting et al., 2002; Warner, Weist & Krulak, 1999) .
Each group of stakeholders-school personnel, students, families, and community members-view the statistics on school incidents in different ways (Conway & Verdugo, 1999) . Students' fear is often determined by the degree to which they avoid school because of expectations of being victimized or merely judging their schools as violent (Addington et al., 2002; Astor, Benbenishty, Zeira, & Vinokur, 2002; Kingery, Coggeshall, & Alford, 1998; Thompkins, 2000) . One signal students use in their judgments about the likelihood of school violence is the increased visibility of security measures, such as school resource officers, security doors, and surveillance cameras (Astor et al., 2000) . The adoption of school security technology has the unintended effect of augmenting fear (Reddy et al., 2001) .
School principals and other officials serve as a source of school risk and safety data and are frequently suspected of glossing over or underreporting incidents for publicity purposes, raising both distrust and fear among all stake holders (Hoff, 2006; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . The increase of distrust and judgments about the likelihood of violence generates enough fear to allow gangs and other violent actors to exploit these perceptions and gain power (Thompkins, 2000) . A school culture of fear is a self-fulfilling prophecy, as it factionalizes stake holders and victimizes those with the least power by promoting social exploitation (Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) .
Fear often drives people into rash decisions and wrong-headed policies that may exacerbate conditions and that certainly offer unintended consequences (Kohn, 2004) . For example, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) expressed alarm that emerging policies against bullying showed a trend moving from remedies and prevention to active anticipation and possible entrapment (Snook, 2002) . Others have raised questions about the issue of punishment fitting both the crime and the status of the offenders (i.e., juveniles) in the design and implementation of zero-tolerance policies (Brady, 2002; Hanson, 2005) .
These policies appear to be common sense, pragmatic responses, but are predicated on the assumption that violence can be stamped out one individual perpetrator at a time by a generic set of punishments (Kingery et al., 1998; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . The insidious combination of apprehending an individual actor and applying a generic consequence yields overidentification of certain groups of students (Brady, 2002; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . These policies tend to affect students of color, males, those with disabilities, and students in poverty-that is, those with the least social capital (Brady, 2002; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . As the statistics on suspensions and expulsions rise, other stake holders feel less safe and turn to security measures.
Security remedies frequently begin with theories about the roots of violence among youth and toward schools as institutions. These theories tend to cluster among the following categories: (a) hypotheses profiling offenders, (b) hypotheses profiling neighborhoods and communities, and (c) hypotheses exposing negative influences of school personnel.
The list of antecedents associated with youth violence includes an inventory of personal features leading to violence. The list may begin with characteristics such as anger, jealousy, greed, depression, and low self-esteem and lead to risky behaviors such as revenge, bullying, and substance abuse, ending ultimately with weapon carrying and violence (Bernstein & Watson, 1997; Brezina, Piquero, & Mazerolle, 2001; Fitzpatrick, 1999; Salzinger, Ng-Mak, Feldman, Kam, & Rosario, 2006; Schreck, Miller, & Gibson, 2003; Seaton, 2007; Small & Tetrick, 2001 ; Zimmerman, Morrel-Sammuels, Wong, Tarver, Rablah, & White, 2004). Others argue that low self-efficacy is a concomitant psychological factor associated with students' fear of victimization (Brown & Benedict, 2004; Salzinger et al., 2006 ).
An emergent explanation about the predominantly male school shooters is the concept of masculinity crisis (Katz & Jhally, 1999; Seaton, 2007; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . This perspective argues that the rites of adulthood for adolescent males are lost in a tangle of hopelessness and failed community structures (Seaton, 2007; Watts & Erevelle) . It is interesting to note that educators frequently grant license to boys to behave more forcefully, interpreting physical interactions among males as typical, when the dynamics may be less innocent and more dangerous for the participants (Hattal & Hattal, 2002; Solomon, 2006; Warner et al., 1999; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . Many argue that the designations of victims and perpetrators are socially constructed and cannot be fully understood without assessing the contributions of relevant social networks and communities (Solomon, 2006; Thompkins, 2000; Warner et al., 1999; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) .
Communities are implicated in analyses of violence among youth and crimes perpetrated on youth and their schools (Astor, Meyer, & Beyer, 1999; Bowen & Bowen, 1999 ; Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, 1998; Salzinger et al., 2006) . The security of schools is inexorably linked to the neighborhoods surrounding them (Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Hellman & Beaton, 1986 ). Interestingly, data from studies on school and community danger interaction suggest that personal threats at school are inversely related to high crime neighborhoods. In other words, students from high crime areas report fewer personal threats at school than do those from safer communities (Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Kingery et al., 1998) . Other studies suggest that communities and families serve as a safety net for helping youth avoid or cope with risk and violence (Aisenberg & Ell, 2005; Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Ozer, 2005) . However, the converse also holds; that is, violence on the way to and from school or at home increases student fear at the least and offers other psychological and safety hazards as well (Hattal & Hattal, 2002; Ozer, 2005; Salzinger et al., 2006; Schreck et al., 2003; Warner et al., 1999) .
Parental fear and violence increases student risk (Brown & Benedict, 2004; Salzinger et al., 2006; Warner et al., 1999) . Observation of other students with weapons also increases student fears, which are mediated to some degree by the sense of connectedness to school and home (Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Brown & Benedict, 2004; Ozer, 2005) . The issue of students and their peers as a functional or dysfunctional community also plays a role in the likelihood of violence (Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Brown & Benedict, 2004; Salzinger et al., 2006) . Students' peers are an important bridge from neighborhood to learning community, and school personnel play a role in forming safe school ecology.
Unfortunately, school personnel and their practices often enlarge the potential risks for school violence. The visibility of school personnel, especially teachers rather than school resource (security) officers (Watts & Erevelle, 2004) , provides the largest deterrent to any uncivil or criminal behavior on school premises (Astor et al. 1999; Sprick, Howard, Wise, Marcum, & Haykin, 1998) . Parts of schools' premises are notorious locations for school incidents, and the presence of school personnel in such predictable locations lowers the risk (Astor et al., 1999; Warner et al., 1999) . In addition, teachers can be powerful influences on lowering the potential for violence if they are perceived as personally connected and caring about students (Astor et al., 1999; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . The more impersonal the school culture, the more likely the risk and occurrence of school violence (Warner et al., 1999) . The puzzle for some teachers is the fine-grained line between professionalism and personal relationships (Astor et al., 1999) . Many teachers fear violence and verbal abuse from students or their parents (Lintott, 2004; Peterson, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1996) . Once they witness or experience such abuses, teachers may suffer psychological reactions that lead to avoiding interactions with students and/or leaving the profession (Lintott, 2004; Ting et al., 2002) . One antidote to fears about school violence has been the use of school resource officers, but their presence offers increased risk of resistance and antisocial behaviors as well as erodes the personal relationships between teachers and students (Lintott, 2004; McEwan & Damer, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) .
At the center of school personnel's perceptions of risk and violence in schools is the matter of power (Solomon, 2006; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . Conceding power to students by avoiding interactions with them escalates the potential for student-to-student abuse as well as studentto-teacher and parent-to-teacher verbal or physical intimidation. Conceding power to school resource officers erects barriers to classroom relationships. The problem is that educators rarely recognize the saliency of power in addressing potential school-based risks (Solomon, 2006; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . This blind spot can lead to so-called pragmatic remedies for school threats that escalate, rather than reduce, potential for abuse and violence (Honora & Rolle, 2002; Kohn, 2004; Lintott, 2004; Warner et al., 1999) .
The literature on fear and students, teachers, and school communities illustrates complex issues of social power and social construction of fear as well as safety and security. Straightforward remedies to the facts and data on school risks often yield unintended consequences due to oversimplified policies applied to complex sociopolitical issues. One of the controversial approaches to addressing public fears about school threats can be found in the Persistently Dangerous Schools provision of the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act known as NCLB.
NCLB: Real or Imagined School Safety?
States vary in interpretation and implementation of all of the provisions of NCLB, including their approaches to the provision for identifying persistently dangerous schools (Christie, 2004) . Nationally, debate foments continually over definitions and measurement of risk and violence in schools (Fontaine, 2003) . The largest concern is that states bow to political pressure and use lax criteria, permitting schools to skirt public recognition of their risky elements (Hoff, 2006; Robelen, 2004 ). An Education Commission of the States study noted that when states include a complex list of potential definitions for dangerous schools, these states also use a very high threshold for classification purposes, effectively making it difficult for a school to earn status as a persistently dangerous school (Zradicka, 2003) . In contrast, states using a minimal number of targets increase the odds that more of their schools will be designated as persistently dangerous (Zradicka, 2003) .
distribution.
The primary objective of the designation of a school as persistently dangerous was to allow students to move to a safer school, NCLB's unsafe school choice option (U.S. Department of Education, 2004) . The unintended consequence seems to be that educators avoid sharing accurate data about daily discipline infractions, such as bullying, fighting, and substance abuse, and opt only to list those incidents categorized as criminal behavior to elude the stigma of the unsafe or persistently dangerous NCLB labeling (Hoff, 2006) . Thus, schools present data that the public distrusts because the antecedents of abusive civil and criminal behavior, such as fighting and bullying, are hidden from public reporting.
Furthermore, NCLB is blamed for an overly intense spotlight on academic progress to the detriment of attention to social development of young people, which arguably leads to student alienation, violence, and tragedy (Honora & Rolle, 2004; McKenna & Haselkorn, 2005; Warner et al., 1999) . Indeed, the testing-focused culture of NCLB is indicted for creating the elements of fear and powerlessness that generate resistance and violence (Jacobs [Four Arrows], 2004; Thompkins, 2000) . Schools that provide the most services to address students with the highest needs in terms of social and physical development may be the most likely to lose status, enrollment, and funding under the stringent requirements of NCLB (Ambrosio, 2004) . The conundrum of NCLB's provisions for school choice, whether due to safety or test performance, is the resultant lowering of student enrollment and concomitant per-pupil funding, which effectively leaves behind the high-need students remaining in that school. The NCLB act provides no remedies for persistently dangerous schools other than an escape route for some students.
Mediation of Public Fear With Authentic School Safety Strategies
Pragmatic policy enactment may be far too blunt a response to the moral panic generated by incidents of school violence and tragedy (Brady, 2002; Warner et al., 1999) . At either the macro-or microlevels, most school safety policies are highly regulatory, and as such, increase political conflicts among the very groups that need to collaborate in reducing violence (Brown & Stewart, 1993; Fowler, 2004) . Despite the enticing rationality of applying pragmatic, regulatory policies to school safety, these approaches fail because of inadequate acknowledgment of complex social conditions and power differentials underlying and undermining community safety (Solomon, 2006; Thompkins, 2000; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . Nearly all of the academic literature on the nature of risks and threats to school safety and security points to the key relationships among students, teachers, parents, and community that also are critical to learning (Marzano, 2003; Warne et al., 1999) . Academicians form a key policy advocacy group and, in this case, they caution heavily against regulatory policies citing numerous unintended consequences (Brady, 2002; Honora & Rolle, 2002; Kohn, 2004; Lintott, 2004; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999; Thompkins, 2000; Warner et al., 1999; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . School administrators are key actors in building such a school-community coalition (Fiore, 2006; Johnson, Zorn, Tam, Lamontagne, & Johnson, 2003; Ogawa, 1998) .
Early research in school administration showed the shortfalls of coercive approaches to student deportment (Willower, Eidell, & Hoy, 1967a , 1967b . Thus, the result that extreme measures-such as zero-tolerance policies-tend to aggravate real and perceived risks to school safety (Brady, 2002; Hanson, 2005; Lintott, 2004; Warner et al., 1999) . Schools face a dilemma of protecting nonviolent students while also serving the individual due process rights of violent ones (Lintott, 2004) . The early segregation and exclusion of students with risky behaviors often increase their alienation and raise the likelihood that they will commit antisocial, even violent, acts (Brady, 2002; Hanson, 2005; Warner et al., 1999; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . The tendency to clamp down on disruptive students merely establishes an escalating spiral of mayhem that affords little protection to nonviolent students, personnel or communities, and in fact, ensures antisocial development among the offenders.
Schools need a more educative and ecological approach to increasing school safety through supporting both nonviolent and disruptive students (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) . School personnel need to support both students' academic and civil development (Snook, 2002; Warner et al., 1999) . Students are more likely to understand academic principles under the U.S. Constitution if they experience the appropriate civil and social discourse for resolving their own conflicts (Snook, 2002) . Student voice can be a powerful alternative to student resistance and alienation (Quaglia, 2000) . Schools that recognize collective student achievement, as opposed to competitive rewards, build student pride (Johnson & Johnson, 1995; Lintott, 2004) . School support mechanisms should extend to and from the neighborhoods and communities beyond school walls and also beyond the expertise of school personnel (Bowen & Bowen, 1999) .
School officials enjoy considerable legal latitude (power) in administering discipline policies (Brady, 2002) , but with an abundance of power comes the potential for abuse and erosion of community. Schools need to exercise caution in application of suspension and expulsion policies because of the tendency to discriminate against students of color and those with disabilities (Brady, 2002; Watts & Erevelle, 2004) . Statistics point to the odds that school officials overidentify male, African American students on subjective determinations of disrespect, rather than more objective offenses, such as carrying weapons or substance abuse (Brady, 2002; Watts & Erevelle 2004) . Furthermore, unexamined tendencies to overidentify specific populations of students as offenders smacks of profiling as opposed to factual threat assessment (Reddy et al., 2001) . Subjective determinations carry the baggage of class, race, gender, and conflicts of cultural power that school personnel must first recognize and then work with their communities to alleviate (Brady, 2002; Conway & Verdugo, 1999) . In addition, schools need to find ways to reintegrate offenders into educational processes (Henning, 2004; Quaglia, 2000) . Schools need access to juvenile records to assure individual student development of prosocial behavior (Henning, 2004) . Public monitoring of school data for the purpose of leveraging community resources to address inequities garners more benefits to students than does regulatory releases of school violence statistics (Macallair, 2002) . School leaders bear the responsibility of acting as agents of community-building for educative purposes, rather than serving as regulatory agents over real or imagined school disorder.
The answer to issues of school security and safety lies in the development of community. Community development is not a policy end, but a political process. Community development is not solely a school process; it requires development of social capital among neighborhoods and throughout the ecological system surrounding students to end the fear of violence and abuse in schools.
